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Review of the Draft OU-2B Remedial Investigation Report
Sites 3, 4, 11, and 21, Alameda Point, California, April 2004

GLOBAL GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Under the sections on Storm Sewer Investigations, please include any relevant
information on the storm sewer clean out of the lines and sediment removals in the

manholes and catchbasins performed in 1998. Former Site 18 is being addressed within
the context of RI/FS work for all other sites and as such the removal action that has been
done on Site 18 in the vicinity of the OU 2B sites must be summarized and any sampling
results included.

2. The Draft OU-2B Remedial InvestigationReport (the RI) indicates that the storm sewer
system may be a preferential pathway for the discharge of groundwater contaminant
plumes into the Oakland Inner Harbor or the Bay, but it does not appear that the amount
of sampling near storm sewers and catch basins is adequate to address potential concerns.
In addition, since the storm sewer system was used for industrial waste disposal prior to
1972, it should be considered as a potential source of contamination, but the RI does not
indicate whether sediment has been removed from the storm sewers and catch basins.
Please discuss whether potentially-contaminated sediment has been removed from the
storm sewers and, if not, why storm sewers are not considered to be a potential source of
contamination. Also, discuss whether sufficient sampling has been done to address
whether the storm drains are potential pathways for discharge of groundwater
contamination into the Oakland Inner Harbor or the San Francisco Bay.

3. Please include a discussion on whether the high permeability bedding material
surrounding the storm sewer lines and utility lines, especially within Site 4, will form a
preferential pathway for contaminant flow in groundwater.

4. EPA considers oil water separators (OWSs) to be likely, possibly continuing, sources of
soil contamination to groundwater. The soil beneath and around OWSs at each site (e.g.
OWS 360 at Site 4) needs to be sampled to determine whether or not they are a source.

5. The report states that data were used only if it reflected current site conditions. What
circumstances would allow for data not to reflect current site conditions other than
completion of removal actions? Removing data that is "old" disregards the effects and
trends of tidal influences, seasonal fluctuations, possible continuing sources, degradation
of parent compounds, hydropunch versus monitoring well data and many other useful
pieces of information that help to understand the site and estimate the risks. All validated
data should be used.

6. Groundwater must be evaluated for dermal and inhalation exposure pathways for
construction workers given both the shallowness of the groundwater and the high
concentration levels of the VOCs detected. In addition, the potential for such chemicals



as vinyl chloride accumulating in catchbasins and low-lying areas in utility corridors
should be evaluated for the construction worker scenario.

7. The homegrown produce pathway must be evaluated since these sites are slated for future
residential use and it is highly likely that gardening, including fruit and vegetable
growing, will occur in the soil in these areas. Amending soil with composts and fertilizer
does not serve to remediate or eliminate any contaminants present there.

8. The criterion that data must meet the DQOs for the RI in order to be considered
appropriate for use in the risk assessments requires further justification. If samples are
analyzed with suitable analytical methods and detection limits, and the data are validated,
the data should be included in the risk assessment data set. The use of this criterion
apparently resulted in dropping data from the risk assessment that should have been
included. Please eliminate the quoted criterion or provide justification for using it; this
justification should include a detailed analysis that clearly demonstrates why each sample
that is eliminated is unsuitable.

9. Every chemical detected above background levels or preliminary remediation goals
(PRGs) in soil or groundwater should be discussed in the nature and extent section of
each site. The discussion of the nature and extent of contamination should be
independent of the risk assessment; therefore, chemicals should not be excluded from the
nature and extent section because they are believed to not pose risk at the site. It is
inappropriate to characterize the nature and extent of contamination based on chemicals
that have already undergone a risk assessment and are considered to be risk drivers,
particularly since the data used in the risk assessment are only a subset of the validated
data considered acceptable for use in the RI. Please revise the nature and extent sections
for each site so that they include all chemicals detected above PRGs.

10. The RI presents a statistical summary of data in which validated data are screened against
preliminary remediation goals (PRGs). However, it appears that much of the RI data has
not been included in the risk assessment data set. This is confirmed by the fact that often
less than 50 percent of the validated samples for the RI were used for the risk assessment
as shown in the following table:

Percentage of Validated RI Data included in the Risk Assessment

Analyte Site 3 Soil Site 3 Site 4 Soil Site 11 Soil Site 21 Soil OU-Wide
Ground- Ground-

water water

VOCs 29.6 11.2 50 15.7 17.4 17.4

SVOCs 32.8 17 79.3 29.7 43.8 53.7

PAHs 100 5 100 96.4 100 314.3
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Pesticides 0 100 0 0 54.5 0

PCBs 0 200 0 0 600 0

Metals 60.7 9.0 67 33.9 33.8 22.1

Hexavalent 38.1
Chromium

Based on an evaluation of a few of the chemicals that were detected at Site 4, it is unclear
how data were chosen for the risk assessment. It also appears that this has resulted in the
exclusion of several contaminants and/or some of the results that represent the maximum
detected values from consideration in the risk assessments. For example, Aroclor 1254
was detected above the PRG in 134-SS-001 at 1,300 micrograms per kilogram(ug/kg) but
all polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) and pesticide data was omitted from the risk
assessment data set. Similarly, the maximum concentrations of benzo(b)fluoranthene
(120,000 ug/kg) and chrysene (130,000 ug/kg) were not used in the risk assessment; the
maximum concentrations in the risk assessment data set were 3,100 ug/kg and 2,500
ug/kg, respectively. Please see the attached Excel spreadsheets for a comparison of
concentrations used in the Risk Assessment with those used in the RI. It is unclear why
validated data are useful for the RI, but not for the risk assessment. The explanation that
the DQOs are different is not sufficient, because validated data should be acceptable for
quantitative evaluation of risks. In addition, in three cases, more samples were
apparently used for the risk assessment than were validated for the RI. Given the
disparity between the two data sets, we have little confidence that the risk assessments
accurately fissesspotential health risks associated with these sites. Please either provide a
detailed analysis that shows why each sample was or was not included in the risk
assessment data set is necessary to demonstrate that the risk assessment data set is
representative or revise the risk assessments so that they include some or all of the
excluded data.

11. In many cases the reporting limits (RLs) were significantly above the risk-based
screening levels (RBSLs), but this was not considered during preparation of the extent of
contamination figures. When the RL is more than 100 times greater than the RBSLs, it is
possible that contamination below the RLs was not detected. For example, in
groundwater, the maximum detection limits for some SVOCs ranged from 1,000,000 to
2,500,000 ug/L when the PRG was 0.0092 to 1.0 ug/L. Significant contamination can be
missed when DLs are 4 to 9 orders of magnitude greater than the PRGs. It is understood
that this often happens because detection limits (DLs) are elevated when there are high
concentrations of other compounds or when there is matrix interference. It is important
to understand whether DLs are elevated above RBSLs when reviewing extent of
contamination figures. Since all the data is not posted on the contaminant concentration
figures, the locations with elevated DLs should be designated in some way, perhaps by
using different color symbols. Please indicate locations with elevated DLs on each
contaminant concentration figure with a different color symbol.



12. Please smooth out groundwater and contaminant plume contours.

13. The explosive levels of VOCs encountered at Site 3 during the PAH investigation of
October 2003 need to included and addressed in this report. See the Field Activity
Report by Bechtel, dated April 2004 for a summary of the VOC findings at this site.

14. Please elaborate on closure requirements for RCRA Part A permitted units. Do the
closure plans require clean up of soil and groundwater or only soil? If groundwater is
required to be cleaned up, how will the clean up activities performed pursuant to the
permit closure requirements be compatible with the remedial options chosen under the
CERCLA Record of Decision? If groundwater contamination from the RCRA permitted
units is not addressed under the RCRA closure plans, where is the contamination from
these units characterized and dealt with?

15. The existence, or lack thereof, of a seawall at the eastern edge of Seaplane Lagoon
should be verified as it may impact remediation decisions for groundwater.

16. Given the data gaps identified for each site and the difference between the maxima of the
RI data set and the maxima of the Risk Assessment data set (see attached Excel spread
sheets), the risk assessments are not conservative and it is premature to conclude that no
further action is necessary for soil at Sites 4, 11, and 21. Please delete this
recommendation from the Executive Summary and from the respective subsections in
Section 10.

17. The report contains a good summary of the Existing Uses of Groundwater. In addition,
the use of EPA's Wellhead Protection Area model to determine the effect of off-base
pumping on groundwater contaminant migration was very useful.

GLOBAL SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Executive Summary, OU-wide Groundwater Plume, Page ES-10 and ES-11: Please
provide moredetail regardingthe detection of methylene chloride in blank samples
comparedtb the detection of methylenechloride in groundwatersamples. This
discussion in necessary to determine whether methylenechloride is a contaminantrelated
to site activities or a laboratory contaminant.Also, please explain how the risk
assessmentaccuratelyassesses risk causedby methylene chloride if only one of the 31
detectionswas used in the risk assessment.

2. Executive Summary, Recommendations, Page ES-13: The statementregarding risk
posed to terrestrialecological receptors is inappropriate.Chemicalswere identifiedthat
pose a risk to ecological receptors; it is inappropriateto recommendno further actionfor
these chemicals based on the assumptionthat the risks identified for ecological receptors

4



are overestimated. Please delete this statement and ensure that chemicals that pose a risk
to ecological receptors are recommended for further action.

3. Section 3.5, Data Evaluation Methods, Page 3-13: According to this section, the
objectives of the nature and extent evaluations are to "(1) present the concentrations of
chemicals believed to be used at the site, and (2) provide detailed evaluations of those
chemicals that demonstrate significant risk to human health or the environment (risk
drivers)." The nature and extent evaluation should present the concentrations of all
chemicals detected above PRGs or background at the site since it is not possible to know
with certainty every chemical that was used at a site over time. Furthermore, detailed
evaluations should be provided for each chemical detected above PRGs or background;
the nature and extent evaluation should be conducted independently of the risk
assessment and should therefore not provide detailed evaluations only for chemicals
determined to be risk drivers. Likewise, the fate and transport evaluations should not
limit the discussion to chemicals deemed "risk drivers"; instead, these evaluations should
discuss all chemicals detected above PRGs or background. These same issues need to be
addressed in Section 3.5.3 (Nature and Extent Approach), 3.5.4 (Fate and Transport
Approach), and in the "Nature and Extent" and "Fate and Transport" sections for each
site.

4. Section 3.5.3, Nature and Extent Approach, Page 3-17: The last sentence in this
section states that for metals, screening levels are based on the maximum concentration
detected in ambient soil or groundwater. Some maximum concentrations could be
anomalous and not representative of ambient concentrations, if outliers were not removed
from the data set. Please clarify whether outliers were removed from the ambient data set
and if not, explain whether using the maximum concentrations could result in
inappropriately high screening levels and the implications if this occurs.

5. Section 3.5.5, Human Health Risk Assessment Approach, Page 3-18: This section
states that "some alternate agency risk assessment methods were used in lieu of or in
addition to the parallel EPA method" but only mentions the use of DTSC's lead risk
model, LeadSpread 7. If additional alternate agency risk assessment methods were used,
please discuss the specific methods in the text and explain why they were used in lieu of
or in addition of the parallel EPA method.

6. Section 3.5.5.2, Identification of Chemicals of Potential Concern, Page 3-20:
According to the text, analytes detected in less than 5 percent of samples were excluded
as contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) because chemicals detected infrequently
may be sampling and analytical artifacts or spurious data. However, infrequent detection
may indicate the presence of a hot spot, and additional sampling would be required to
determine the extent of contamination. It could also be due to detection limits that are set

well above the PRGs. Please explain how the Navy will ensure that hot spots and other
possible contaminant areas are adequately addressed when these results were deleted
from the risk assessment data set.



7. Section 3.5.5.3, Exposure Assessment, Pages 3-22 and 3-23: Construction worker
exposure via inhalation and dermal contact should be evaluated based on the high
concentration levels of VOCs encountered in the groundwater. Homegrown produce
must also be included in the risk assessment as these sites are designated as future
residential.

8. Section 3.5.5.3, Exposure Assessment, Page 3-22: The text in the last paragraph on
page 3-22 states that the commercial/industrial worker and recreational receptors were
evaluated for exposure to surface soil (0 to 2 feet bgs), but on the previous page the text
states that the recreational exposure scenario was not evaluated because each site was
evaluated for exposure scenarios that were more protective to human health than the
recreational exposure scenario. Please resolve this discrepancy.

9. Section 4.2.2.1, Groundwater Flow in the FWBZ, Page 4-4: Groundwater elevation
data collected over a period of three weeks (as was the case in June 2002) should not be
used to construct groundwater elevation contours (Figure 4-11) and make conclusions
regarding groundwater flow. This data cannot easily be corrected for tidal influence and
used to construct meaningful maps because there may be other factors that influence the
groundwater elevations in site wells when measurements are collected over an extended
period of time. Please remove Figure 4-11 from the RI or explain why this data should
be considered acceptable. Also, please explain why the data was not collected over a
shorter time period.

10. Section 4.2.2.1, Groundwater Flow in the FWBZ, Page 4-4: According to the text,
since the 2002 groundwater elevation data were not collected synchronously, they are
considered to be approximate and therefore were interpreted without making corrections
for tidal influence. It is unclear why the September 2002 data, which was collected over
a 1.5 hour period, is not considered to have been collected synchronously, and why it was
therefore interpreted without making corrections for tidal influence. Furthermore, it is
unclear why the April 2003 data was not tidally corrected. The text states that this data
was collected in a short enough time period (6 hours) that the tidal influence should be
minimal. These statements contradict each other, since data collected over 1.5 hours
should be acceptable if data collected over 6 hours is acceptable. Please clarify when
tidal correction is appropriate and revise the text so that data collected over short periods
of time is treated consistently.

11. Figure 4-2_Geological Cross Section A-A', Site 3: The horizontal line bisecting
lithology in the MW97-2 boring is not defined. The line, which was drawn at
approximately 5 ft msl, does not appear in the boring log. Please either define it or
remove it.

12. Figure 4-2, Geological Cross Section A-A', Site 3: The lithology at boring D03-01 is
not depicted accurately on Figure 4-2. The cross section indicates that from 5-8 feet
below ground surface (ft bgs), a layer of well graded sands exists (SW). However, the
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boring log shows that the lithology from 5-8 ft bgs is SW/SC. In addition, a lens of
clayey sand (SC) exists at 11 ft bgs, but this lens is not included in the figure. Please
revise Figure 4-2 appropriately.

13. Figure 4-3, Geological Cross Section B-B', Site 3: The boring log for soil boring S04-
DGS-DP01 indicates that clayey sand (SC) was observed between 10 and 23 ft bgs, but,
this depth interval is shown as silty sands (SM) on the figure. Please ensure that the
boring logs. and cross sections are consistent.

14. Figure 4-4, Geological Cross-Section A-A', Site 4: This cross-section does not provide
information to evaluate potential contaminant migration. It is not possible to connect the
stratigraphy across the figure because most wells are shallow. As a result, it appears that
logging was done inconsistently or that the lithologic information is inadequate. Please
consider selecting a different line of section to provide information.

15. Figure 4-4, Geological Cross-Section A-A', Site 4: The lithology of S04-DGS-DP21 as
shown in the cross-section does not match the boring log. There is a large discrepancy in
the representation of the surface layer as well as confusion about the difference between
sorting and grading. A well-sorted sand is a poorly graded sand, while a poorly sorted
sandy gravel is a well- graded gravel. Please correct these errors in the cross-section.

16. Figure 4-13, Groundwater Level Elevations Without Tidal Corrections, April 2003:
The sharp curves in the groundwatercontour lines near wells MW360-2, MWD 13-3,
M03-05, and MW97-3 probably do notaccuratelyrepresent site conditions.
Groundwater tends to assume the flattest possible surface and the contours should reflect
this. It is unclear why these wells, particularly MW360-2, were not drawn with isolated
contours like other wells on this figure (e.g. 372-MW1 and M11-04). Please revise this
figure to isolate abrupt changes in groundwater elevation within separate contours.

17. Figure 4-15, Potentiometric Surface Map, Second Water Bearing Zone, April 2003:
Well D04-03, with a groundwater elevation of 5.5 ft MLLW, is located between the 5.9
and 6.0 contour lines. Please revise the contours to reflect this groundwater elevation.

SITE 3 GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Structure 175 (transformer house) is identified in Section 5.4.1 as a potential source of
PCB contamination, but according to Figure 5-5, no samples were collected in the
vicinity of Structure 175 during the EBS investigations. Since soil samples were not
collected as part of CERCLA investigations, PCB analyses were not done and the extent
of PCB contamination in the vicinity of Structure 175 has not been adequately
characterized. Please discuss how this data gap will be addressed.



2. The extent of lead contamination in soil has not been determined in the vicinity of 129-
001-002 and M03-07. Delineation was done to the north and south of these locations but
not to the east or west. Please discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

3. The text states that the vertical extent of elevated lead in the Site 3 groundwater plume is
unknown. In addition, the extent of lead in groundwater has not been determined in the
vicinity of CA03-02 and M03-07, north and east of M03-04, west of S03-DGSDP31 and
S03DGS-DP 14, and south and southwest of of S03-DGS-DP17. These are data gaps.
Please discuss how the horizontal and vertical extent of lead in groundwater will be
determined.

4. The sediment data in Appendix D is not discussed. Please include a discussion of the
sediment data in the text.

SITE 3 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 5.1.1, History, Page 5-2: Historically, GAP 10 was used to store solvents, waste
oils, and asbestos. Please discuss whether the presence of asbestos-related contaminants
was investigated in the vicinity of GAP 10.

2. Section 5.1.1, History, Page 5-3: It is unknown whether the transformers located east
and west of Building 337 contained PCBs. However, it does not appear that any soil
samples in the vicinity of Building 337 were analyzed for PCBs during the EBS or
CERCLA investigations. This represents a data gap that needs to be addressed.

3. Section 5.1.1, History, Page 5-4: Heavy staining is visible near Former Building 109
and Former Structure 430 in aerial photographs from 1975. The fate of this heavily
stained soil is unclear. Please discuss whether there was a known soil removal action,
whether these areas are still stained, or any other information regarding these heavily
stained areas.

4. Section 5.1.1, History, Page 5-5: In the storm sewer discussion, a few sewer lines are
described as having a "significant sag." Please discuss these sags in greater detail,
including a more detailed description of their magnitude and the implications of the sags.

5. Section 5.2.1, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act Investigations, Page 5-7: During the 1994 Follow-on Investigation, five
shallow monitoring wells (M03-04 through M03-08) were installed to further
characterize the extent of TPH in the SWBZ, but wells M03-05 and M03-06 were not
included in the groundwater summary in Table 5-2 or on Figure 5-3 because these points
are no longer within the Site 3 boundary, which has changed since this investigation.
However, if these points are useful in delineating the extent of TPH contamination,
please include them on Figure 5-3.
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6. Section 5.3.1, Soil, Page 5-12: Please provide more detail regarding the pesticide and
PCB data collected under the EBS investigations, including the number of samples
analyzed for PCBs and pesticides, the number of detections, the maximum concentration
detected, and the number ofPRG exceedances. Since both pesticides and PCBs were
used at the site and no soil samples that were collected as part of CERCLA investigations
were analyzed for pesticides or PCBs, a more in-depth discussion of the findings and
extent of the EBS investigations is necessary.

7. Section 5.3.3, Groundwater, Page 5-13: This section states that for the lead
groundwater plume, analytical results from 16 direct push groundwater samples collected
during the Data Gap investigation from 2001 to 2002 were selected as the subset of
groundwater data for use in the risk assessments. It is unclear why only a subset of data
was used in the risk assessment and how this subset was selected.

8. Section 5.4.2, Background, Page 5-15: The background comparison was conducted by
comparing a background data set with analytical results for metals in samples
representative of the site, but it is not clear why this was not done for lead in the
groundwater plume. The background data set should be compared to all analytical results
for metals at the site.

9. Section 5.4.3, Nature and Extent, Page 5-17: The table entitled "Soil Analytical Results
for Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used At Site 3" should include all chemicals
detected above PRGs. As presented, this table does not include all of the chemicals
known to have been used at the site, for example, building 112 was used as a zinc
smelter, but zinc is not included. It is unclear why only Aroclor 1260 was included, since
it is unlikely that this is the only Aroclor used in transformers, cutting oils, etc. Given
the unknown chemical uses at several former buildings and the difficulty in constructing
a complete and accurate site history, it is impossible to know every chemical that was
used at a site. Every chemical detected above PRGs should be included in the table and
discussed in both the nature and extent of contamination section and in the fate and
transport section.

10. Section 5.4.3.2, Risk Drivers, Arsenic in Soil, Page 5-19: The potential that the Garden
Shop may have been a source of arsenic was not recognized in the text. The fact that the
highest concentration of arsenic was detected in the vicinity of Building 512B/222,
Garden Shop, and Building 517, former garden shop, is significant because arsenic
trioxide was a common insecticide.

11. Section 5.4.3.2, Risk Drivers, Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons in Soil, Page 5-
19: It is unclearif there were PAH detectionsduringprevious investigations because it
appearsthatthe only datadiscussed in this section andpresented onFigure 5-10 is from
the 2003 Basewide PAH Investigation. Tables D-2 andD-12 indicatethat there were
PAH detectionsduringearlier investigations. Please discuss PAH detections during
earlier investigationsand incorporatethis dataon Figure 5-10.



12. Section 5.4..3.2,Risk Drivers, Lead in Groundwater, Page 5-20: The text does not
indicatewhether the storm sewer system is believed to be the potentialsource of lead
contaminationin groundwateror whetherthe storm sewers potentially transport lead
contaminationoff-site. Please discuss the significanceof the storm sewer line withinthe
lead groundwaterplume atSite 3.

13. Section 5.4.4.2, Lead in Soil, Page 5-21: The text in this section states that it is unlikely
thatlead in soil will migrate to groundwaterdue to the geochemical conditions at Site 3.
However, there are elevated lead concentrations in soil directly above the groundwater
plume, so it is likely thatlead in soil migratedto groundwaterin the past. Please clarify.

14. Section 5.4.4.3, Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons in Soil, Page 5-21: The text
states that PAHs have a low potential for migrationandwill likely remain in their present
locations,but these statementsdonot take thepresence of solvents and fuels into
account. In the presence of fuels andsome solvents, PAHs are more soluble andcan
migrate to andwith groundwater. Pleaserevise the text to incorporatethis information.

15. Figure 5-2, Condition of Storm Sewers at Site 3: Aside from two labels on the figure
that indicate"SoundCondition"and two labels thatindicate "ConditionUnknown,"the
condition of storm sewers cannotbe determinedby looking at this figure. Please revise
Figure 5-2 _othat the extent of storm sewer lines with cracks and significant observed
groundwater infiltration and the lines with no cracks or significant observed groundwater
infiltration are clearly marked.

SITE 4 GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The text on Page 6-13 states that wipe and scrape samples were collected in the plating
shop, but the analytical results from these samples are not discussed in the text.
Similarly, the results from sludge and sediment samples are not discussed in the text.
Please discuss the results of wipe, sludge, and sediment samples and provide a figure
showing the location of these samples.

2. The extent of sampling in the vicinity of the locations with the maximum concentrations
of various analytes in soil was inadequate. For example, the maximum concentrations for
eight chemicals are located in the eastern portion of the site (east of Building 360).
Figures 6-3 (Site 4 Sampling Locations for the CERCLA and TPH Investigations) and 6-
6 (Site 4 Sampling Locations for the EBS Investigations) show that sampling was
relatively sparse in this area relative to the rest of Site 4. It appears that the extent of
contamination in the vicinity of the maxima east of Building 360 has not been
determined: This is a data gap and additional sampling should be done east of Building
360 to determine the extent of soil contamination.

3. The extent of copper and cadmium contamination beneath Building 360 has not been
defined. The maximum concentrations were detected in B04-41, but there are no samples
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to the east or west of this location to delineate the extent of contamination. In addition, it
does not appear that any samples were analyzed for copper or cadmium beneath the
southern and east central portions of Building 360. Please discuss how these data gaps
will be addressed.

4. Similarly, the extent of silver beneath Building 360 has not been defined. The majority
of samples were collected in the west central portion of the building beneath the plating
shop area, but it is possible that there is silver contamination in other areas since silver
was also detected in B04-41 in the north. The extent of silver contamination east and

west orB04-41 has not been determined. Please discuss how these datagaps will be
addressed.

SITE 4 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 6.1.1, History, Page 6-2 and Figure 6-1, Site 4 Features: The text states that
OWS-414 was associated with Building414, but this OWS is missing from Figure6-1.
Also, the text states that OWS-360 was locatedon the northwestern side of Building360,
but Figure 6-1 shows OW-360 on the northeasternside of the building. Please include
OWS-414 on Figure 1 andresolve the discrepancy in the locationof OWS-360.

2. Section 6.1.1, History, Open Space, Page 6-10: The text describes areas in the northern
portionof Site 4 thatwere used for drumstorage or thathad Aboveground StorageTanks
(ASTs) butthe locationof these features is not shown on any of the figures. Given the
fact thatthe source of the dense nonaqueousphase liquid (DNAPL) plume appears to be
in this area, it is important to include features like drum storage areas on a map. If this is
not possible, aerial photographs showing the drum storage area should be provided. This
information should also be used in the conceptual site model. Please include the location
of the drum storage area and ASTs on a figure or include the relevant aerial
photograph(s). Also, please depict any other observed features north and northwest of
Building 360.

3. Section 6.2.1, Follow-on Investigation, 1994, Page 6-13 and 6-14: Identification
numbers for the CPTpoints discussed at the beginning of the secondparagraph are not
specified. Please revise the text to include the identifiers of these CPTlocations.

4. Section 6.2.1, Geochemical Profiling to Define Chlorinated Solvent Plumes, 1997,
Pages 6-14 and Section 6.2.1, Follow-On Investigation, 1998, Page 6-15: The text
states thatgeochemicalprofiling samples were collected along eight transect lines and
referencesFigure 6-3, butthis figure containsso manydatapoints that the transects
cannotbe distinguished. Further,the locations of the discrete groundwatersamples from
the follow-on investigationare not obvious on Figure6-3. Also, the identifiers of these
sample locations are not specified in the text. Please provide a separate figure thatshows
the transectlines andinclude the sampleidentifiers in the text.
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5. Section 6.3.1, Soil, Page 6-21: It is unclear why soil samples collected as a part of
CERCLA investigations were not analyzed for pesticides and PCBs, when the pesticide
and PCB data collected under the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) investigations
were of poor quality. It is inconsistent to say that a data gap does not exist "because
pesticides were detected at low concentrations during the EBS sampling" and to say that
the data was of insufficient quality for the human health risk assessment (HHRA). The
extent of pesticide and PCB contamination is a data gap and additional sampling should
be performed in order to determine the extent ofpesticide/PCB contamination at the site.
Please discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

6. Section 6.4.3, Nature and Extent, Page 6-25: The table entitled "Soil Analytical Results
for Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used At Site 4" should include all chemicals
detected above PRGs. As presented, this table does not include all of the chemicals
known to have been used at the site. For example, antimony, lead, arsenic, mercury, and
titanium were probably used in site operations, but these metals are not included in this
table. Given the unknown chemical uses at several former buildings and the
impossibility of constructing a complete and accurate site history, it is impossible to
know every chemical that was used at a site. Every chemical detected above PRGs
should be included in the table and discussed in both the nature and extent of
contamination section and in the fate and transport section.

7. Section 6.4:3.2, Risk Drivers, Page 6-27: It is likely that the chromium, cadmium, and
silver detected in elevated concentrations were associated with plating operations, but it
does not appear that an investigation was done to determine the extent of cyanide, which
was also associated with plating. Please clarify whether an investigation for cyanide was
done in this area and if not, discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

8. Section 6.4.3.2, Risk Drivers, Page 6-28: According to the text in this section, screening
levels for metals in soil are based on the maximum metal concentrations detected in
ambient soil. If the maximum metal concentration was anomalous and much higher than
the average concentration detected in ambient soil, it seems that the screening level has
the potential to be inappropriately high. It is also unclear if outliers were removed from
the ambient data set. Please explain why it is appropriate to base the screening levels on
the maximum metal concentrations detected in ambient soil and discuss whether outliers
were removed from the ambient data set.

9. Section 6.4.4.5, Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons in Soil, Page 6-32: The text in
this section states that the potential for leaching of PAHs from contaminated soil to
groundwater is limited because of the lack of infiltrating water (because most of the site
is paved). However, it is not clear whether most of the site will remain paved under the
future use scenarios. Also, the presence of solvents and fuels may impact PAH transport.
Please inclt_dea description of PAH fate and transport that accounts for the fact that less
of the site may be paved in the future and for the presence of fuels and solvents.
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10. Section 6.5.3, Recommendations, Page 6-43: Soil at Site 4 is not recommended for
further action in an FS, but this recommendation is based on an HHRA that did not
include most of the data deemed acceptable for the RI and on an ERA that found that
cadmium, copper, silver, and PAHs posed potential risk to ecological receptors but
assumes that the risks are overestimated and therefore disregards them. In addition,
potential continuing soil sources of contamination such as OWS 360 have not been
sampled so it is unknown whether any soil needs remediation in these areas.

11. Figure 6-2, Condition of Storm Sewers at Site 4: Aside from two labels on the figure
thatindicate "SoundCondition" andtwo labels that indicate"Condition Unknown", the
conditionof stormsewers cannotbe determinedby looking at this figure. Please revise
Figure 6-2 so that the storm sewer lines with cracks andsignificant observed
groundwaterinfiltrationand the lines with no cracks or significantobserved groundwater
infiltration are clearly marked.

SITE 11 GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The text in Section 7.1.1 states that staining was visible south of Building 14 in a 1996
aerial photograph, but it is unclear whether sampling was done in this area since the
stained area is not shown on any of the figures. This building is about 360 feet long, so it
is important to understand exactly where this staining was observed. Further, with the
exception of the area beyond the southwest comer, very few samples were collected
south of the building. Please discuss the specific location of the observed staining and
discuss whether samples were collected from this area. If samples were not collected in
this area, discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

2. PCBs were potentially used as a form of weed control near the site. It is also likely that
there were transformers that may have contained PCBs associated with the buildings.
This section notes that pesticides and PCBs were generally not detected in the EBS
samples and states that a data gap does not exist even though pesticide and PCB data
collected under the EBS investigation were of poor quality and that soil samples
collected as a part of CERCLA investigations were not analyzed for pesticides and PCBs.
The minimal number of sampling locations on Figure 7-5 indicates that EBS sampling
was fairly sparse, indicating that the nature and extent of PCB and pesticide
contamination may not be fully characterized at Site 11.Please explain how many EBS
samples were analyzed for pesticides and PCBs, the number of detections and PRG
exceedances, and the maximum concentrations for both pesticides and PCBs, and use this
information to support the argument that there is no data gap.

SITE 11 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 7.1.1, History, Page 7-4 and Section 7.2.3, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon
Investigation, Page 7-9: The text on page 7-4 states that significant groundwater
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infiltration was observed in the section of the storm sewer from manhole I to catch basin
IB, but the relationship between the TPH plume and groundwater infiltrating into the
storm sewer is not discussed. This observation of groundwater infiltration suggests that
portions of the TPH plume that intersects the storm drains in the southern part of the site
(Section 7.2.3, paragraph 2) may be entering the storm sewers and may be discharged to
theSeaplane Lagoon or to San Francisco Bay. It is not clear whether any action has been
taken to prevent this. Please discuss whether TPH-contaminated groundwater is entering
the storm sewers and discuss where this water is discharged. Also, if TPH-contaminated
groundwater is entering the storm sewers, please discuss whether any action has been
taken to prevent discharge of this water to the Seaplane Lagoon or to San Francisco Bay.

2. Section 7.4.3.1, Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used at the Site, Page 7-16: Further
justification should be provided for the argument that the detections of chlorobenzene
and methylene chloride at 030-MOD1-136 and 138-001-002, respectively, are likely
associated with laboratory contamination of the samples. Please specify how far these
sample locations are from Building 14, and whether the presence of these chemicals
could be due to sources other than Building 14.

3. Section 7.4.3.1, Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used at the Site, Page 7-16: The
nature and extent section should include details regarding the vertical extent of
contamination, but this information is not included consistently. Please include the
depths that acetone and mercury were detected at near the industrial waste treatment line
east of Building 627.

4. Section 7.4".4.3, Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons in Soil, Page 7-19: The text
does not include the fact that PAHs may also be associated with fuels and motor oil.
Since all of Site 11 is a Corrective Action Area (CAA), it is likely that some of the PAHs
are associated with the TPH contamination. Please revise the text to discuss sources of

PAHs other than asphalt or fill materials.

5. Section 7.5.3, Recommendations, Page 7-29: It is unclear why the site is recommended
for no further evaluation in an FS even though copper and PAHs in soil pose potential
risk to ecological receptors. It is inappropriate to assume that the risks identified for
ecological receptors are overestimated; the ERA is supposed to provide a conservative
estimate of risk due to the uncertainties inherent in risk assessments. The results cannot

be disregarded because they are believed to be overestimated. Although the site is
mostly buildings and paved open space right now, and therefore does not contain much
habitat, it is possible that under future use scenarios there will be larger areas of unpaved
open space that could serve as potential habitat for urban wildlife (squirrels, scrub jays,
and American robins).

6. Table 7-1: Monitoring Well D11-01 and sediment sample NPS-S11-01 are not included
in this table. Please add the missing sample locations.
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7. Figure 7-7, Maximum Concentrations in Soil of Chemicals Used at Site 11: USTs 37-
1 through37-10 are not includedon this figure. Please include these USTs on this figure.

SITE 21 GENERAL COMMENTS

1. According to former Naval Aviation Department (NADEP) employees, a drum storage
area was formerly located on the west exterior side of Building 398 and mercury spills
occurred frequently in Building 398, but sampling was not done in or west of Building
398. According to Figures 8-3 and 8-5, there were no soil samples located inside or
outside the western side of Building 398, except that EBS samples 126-003-009 and 126-
002-003 were located beyond the southwestern corner of the building. This represents a
data gap. Also, no samples were collected beneath most of Building 398 and the
maximum concentration of mercury was detected in a boring beneath the northeast
portion of this building, so the extent of mercury contamination is unknown. In addition,
the text states that building tenants cleaned and reconditioned floors to remove all
staining and repaired cracks so visual inspection is not sufficient to determine the
potential for contamination. Further, this area was formerly an aluminum smelter, but
sampling has not been done beneath most of the building. Please discuss how these data
gaps will be addressed.

2. Similarly, sampling has not been done in the vicinity of GAP 1l, GAP 46 or SWMU 162
beneath Building 162, where solvents and hazardous waste were stored, so the nature
and extent of contamination has not been delineated beneath Building 162. It is unclear
why sampling beneath building focused on a narrow strip in the center of the building.
Please discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

3. OWS-162 is noted as a place where hazardous materials were discharged but it does not
appear that sufficient sampling was done to evaluate the nature and extent of
contamination in this area. The text on page 8-2 references a soil sample collected near
this location, but this sample is not shown on any of the figures. Since the nature and
extent of contamination is unknown, it is premature to recommend this site for no further
action (NFA). Please discuss how the nature and extent of contamination will be
evaluated and delete the NFA recommendation on page 8-2.

4. The potential for PCB contamination associated with transformers was not addressed.
Further, it does not appear that sampling was done in the vicinity of transformers to
evaluate the extent of PCB contamination. If building walls and floors were repainted, a
visual inspection would not be sufficient to evaluate potential PCB contamination.
Please discuss the location of transformers, whether any staining was evident in the
vicinity of the transformers and whether sampling was done to assess the extent of PCBs.
Also, please discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

5. The extent of lead contaminationhas not been determined. Lead was detected in 66 of 78
samples, with the maximum concentration found at sampling location 126-002-003, near
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the southwest comer of Building 398 along the storm sewer line. Given that this location
represents the maximum lead concentration, and the fact that this sample was located
along the storm sewer line, it is unclear why additional samples were not collected during
the CERCLA investigations (see Figure 8-3) in this vicinity. Please discuss how this data
gap will be addressed.

6. The extent of copper contamination in soil has not been determined. Copper was a
component of jet engine lubricant, but only two locations were analyzed for copper from
beneath the floor of Building 398 and all of the associated samples contained copper
above the maximum ambient concentration of copper. One of two samples t)om beneath
Building 113 had copper above ambient. The extent of copper contamination was not
determined beneath either building. In addition, copper was detected above ambient
levels in a shallow sample collected near a storm sewer (B07B-05). Since jet engine
lubricant may have been discharged to drains, soil in the vicinity of the the sanitary and
storm lines should be evaluated for copper. Please discuss how these data gaps will be
addressed.

SITE 21 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section 8.1.1, History, Page 8-4 and Figures: The text states that "a faded red and
white rectangle on the concrete outsideBuilding 398 was all thatremained of"NADEP
GAP 45," but the figures show this GAP inside Building398. Please resolve this
discrepancyand correct the text or the figures as necessary.

2. Section 8.1.1, History, Page 8-5: Staining is associated with former Building 349 and
the oil-fille.d transformer adjacent to the south side of the building. Also, during the
Phase I EBS investigation, a hose was observed emerging from Building 349 and
draining directly into the storm drain. Sampling should be done in the vicinity of Former
Building 349 and the associated storm drain.

3. Section 8.4.3.1, Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used at the Site, Page 8-18: The
text states that copper was "generally detected at concentrations above the maximum
background concentration in shallow soils beneath Buildings 398 and 113, but the only
area where samples were collected beneath Building 398 was in the northeast comer.
The extent of copper contamination beneath Building 398 is unknown. Please discuss
how this data gap will be addressed.

4. Section 8.4.3.1, Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used at the Site, Page 8-18: The
text notes that the location of the maximum concentration of aluminum does not
correspond to the area at Building 398 where aluminum smelting activities are known to
occur, but the samples were only collected from beneath the northeastern portion of this
building. In addition, the nature and extent discussion should not only discuss the
maximum concentration because the location of other detections are also of interest.
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Aluminum was detected at 43 of 44 samples from Site 21. The text should discuss the
location of the 42 other detections and the location of these samples relative to the area at
Building 398 where aluminum smelting activities are known to occur.

5. Section 8.4.4, Fate and Transport and Figure 8-7, Maximum Concentrations in Soil
of Chemicals Used at Site 21: The discussion of fate and transport does not include
contaminants that were detected along sanitary sewer lines. Figure 8-7 indicates that
several maximum concentrations were detected along sanitary sewer lines (acetone,
trichloroethene, benzene, and xylene-total) and several maximum concentrations were
detected along storm sewer lines (lead, 4-4'-DDD, 4-4'DDT, Aroclor-1260, but these
contaminants are not discussed in the fate and transport section. Please discuss the fate
and transport of these chemicals in the text.

6. Section 8.4.4, Fate and Transport, Page 8-20: The fate and transport evaluation should
discuss all chemicals detected above PRGs or background, not just the risk drivers. Also,
the text identifies copper and lead in soil as the only chemicals driving risk even though
PAHs and arsenic were also identified as risk drivers by the ecological risk assessment
(ERA) and'HHRA, respectively.

7. Section 8.4.4, Fate and Transport, Page 8-21: The last sentence of this section states
that "the following sections present the fate and transport evaluation for each chemical
driving risks to ecological receptors at Site 21." Since both the HHRA and the ERA
identified lead as a risk driver, human receptors should also mentioned.

8. Section 8.4.4.2, Lead in Soil, Page 8-21: This section states that the maximmn
concentration of lead (450 mg/kg) was observed at sampling location 127-002-005.
According to both Section 8.4.3.1 and Figure 8-10, this maximum concentration was
observed at sampling location 126-002-003.

9. Section 8.4.4.2, Lead in Soil, Page 8-21: Lead is considered relatively immobile because
neither acidic conditions nor low sulfate concentrations are present at Site 21. Evidence
of these claims, such as a range of pH values measured at Site 21, should be provided to
support this claim. In addition, lead may have been associated with leaded gasoline.
Please discuss analyses that were done that support the immobility of lead at this site or
state that the mobility of lead at Site 21 cannot be determined.

10. Section 8.5.3, Recommendations, Page 8-31: No further evaluation in an FS is
recommended for soil at Site 21, but this recommendation is based on inadequate risk
assessments for human and ecological receptors. Arsenic and lead in soil pose potential
risk to human receptors and copper, lead, and PAHs in soil pose potential risk to
ecological receptors. This risk management decision should be made by the BCT. In
addition, the extent of PCBs, lead, copper, mercury, and PAHs has not been determined,
so this conclusion is premature. Please delete this recommendation and discuss how the
data gaps will be addressed.
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11. Figure 8-8 Site 21 Concentrations of Arsenic in Soil: The legend indicates that
samples that exceed the screening level are shown in red,but the symbol for 127-02-005
is not red onthis figure. Pleaseresolve this discrepancy.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON SECTION 9, OU-WIDE GROUNDWATER PLUME

1. The text states that pesticides and PCBs were not included in the risk assessment data set
because they were not detected in 1991 and 1994 so they were not the focus of
subsequent-sampling, but according to Table 9-1, with the exception of some wells at Site
11, samples for pesticide and PCB analysis were only collected from 3 monitoring wells.
Therefore, pesticides and PCBs were not detected because samples were not analyzed for
them. This approach is insufficient to characterize contamination in an area as large as
OU-2B, so the extent of contamination is unknown. The extent of pesticide and PCB
contamination should be considered a data gap. Please discuss how this data gap will be
addressed.

2. The extent of solvent contamination west and west-southwest of Building 398 is
unknown because there are no monitoring wells or grab groundwater sample locations in
this area. The western side of Building 398 was used for drum storage, so it is unclear
why this area was not included in the investigations. Please discuss how this data gap
will be addressed.

3. The extent of 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1,2-TCA,and vinyl chloride is unknown because DLs were
between 100 and 5,000 ug/L. This is most likely due to high concentrations of TCE, but
the result is that the extent of the listed chemicals is not known. This is demonstrated on
Figure 9-14, where most of the listed values are non-detects. Please discuss how this
data gap will be addressed.

4. The source of 1,4-dichlorobenzene in the vicinity of MW360-1 has not been found.
Concentrations of this compound generally increased during quarterly sampling in 2001
and 2002; this suggests that the source area is not at MW360-1. Please discuss how this
data gap will be addressed.

5. In many cases, the text states that 778 to 1542 samples were analyzed but only a limited
number of these results are included on the extent of contamination figures. For
example, chloromethane was analyzed in 778 samples, but only 12 sample results are
presented on Figure 9-24. As a result, it is unclear whether elevated DLs prevented
detecting this compound. Please include the number of samples with DLs above the
RBSLs on figures and in the text. In addition, please use a different color to indicate
sample locations with elevated DLs so that the extent of contamination can be evaluated.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON SECTION 9, OU-WIDE GROUNDWATER PLUME

1. Section 9.1.1, Groundwater, Page 9-2: Since laboratory detection limits for some
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chemicals exceeded residential PRGs, it is unclear why Section 9.1 (OU-wide
Groundwater Plume Data Assessment) states that DLs were sufficiently low to permit
identification of potential health risks. For example, many of the Maximuln DLs are 4 to
9 orders of magnitude greater than the PRGs. Please resolve these apparently conflicting
claims.

2. Section 9.1.1, Groundwater, Page 9-2: Direct-push groundwater data were used due to
a lack of monitoring well data in the concentrated plume areas. If groundwater samples
from direct push or standard borings were eliminated from the risk assessment, it is
unclear how the risk assessment can be considered representative of site risk. Please
explain why monitoring wells were not installed in the concentrated plume areas and
discuss how groundwater contamination can be monitored over time without monitoring
wells.

3. Section 9.2.3, Nature and Extent, Page 9-7: The nature and extent section should
present the types andconcentrations,andprovide an evaluationof every chemical that
was detected abovePRGs or backgroundconcentrations ratherthan only providing a
detailed evaluationof those chemicalsthat are definedas risk drivers. This is important
because some chemicalsappearto be non-detects becauseDLs were €lew_ted.Please
include every chemicaldetected abovePRGs or backgroundin the nature and extent
discussion.

4. Section 9.2.3.1, Chemicals Believed to Have Been Used at the Site, Page 9-10: The
text notes thatthe highest concentrationsof aluminum,copper, and mercury are located
near Building 360, and thenstates thataluminumwas used as aluminum oxide at
Building 360, copper was used as a componentinjet engine lubricant,and mercury was
used at Building 162 to repair aircraftnavigationinstruments. Since locations where
metalswere used are associatedwith the locationswhere the maximum concentrations
were detected, it is unclear why the use of mercury at Building 162 is mentioned, but the
reported mercury spills atBuilding 398 are not mentioned.In addition, it is unclearwhy
manganese,molybdenum,andvanadiumarenot includedasmetals used at the site; these
metals are components of various steels. Please include a complete list of metals that
could have been used at the site and also, discuss the known mercury spills in Building
398.

5. Section 9.2.3.2, Tetrachloroethene (PCE) in Groundwater, Page 9-12: The text states
thatPCE was detected at concentrationsrangingfrom 0.2 to 330 ug/L, but then states that
the maximum concentration was 14ug/L. Please resolve this discrepancy, In addition,
according to Figure 9-5, there were 18 samples with DLs above 25 ug/L; the number of
samples with DLs above the PRG should be noted.

6. Section 9.2.3.2, Risk Drivers, Page 9-15: It is not clear that the concentration of
benzene has actuallydecreased as stated in the text. The text states that several samples
collected nearthe western end of Building 372 containedbenzene at concentrations
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exceeding 100 ug/L, but since the samples were collected in 1995, "significant decreases
in benzene concentrations have likely occurred since then." This is based on an unstated
assumption that there is no source in this vicinity or that the source area has been
removed, but the text in the next paragraph suggests that Building 372 is the source of
this benzene contamination. Since more recent data is not available for this area and
uncertainty exists regarding the current benzene concentrations in this area, the current
concentration of benzene is a data gap that should be addressed by additional sampling.
Please discuss how this data gap will be addressed.

7. Section 9.2.3.2, Methylene Chloride in Groundwater, Page 9-18: The methylene
chloride discussion is not consistent with the description of the extent of contamination
for other chemicals because it does not include the range of detected concentrations.
Please include the range of concentrations of methylene chloride detections.

8. Section 9.2.4, Fate and Transport, Page 9-20: The fate and transport ewlluation should
include a discussion of the fate andtransportof all chemicalsdetected above PRGs or
background,not just the fate andtransportof chemicals driving risk. This evaluation
shouldbe independentof the risk assessment.Please discuss the fate and transport of all
compoundsdetected abovePRGs or background.

9. Section 9.2.4.1, Chlorinated Volatile Organic Hydrocarbons in Groundwater, Page
9-20: It is unclear why 1,4-dichlorobenzene,bromodichloromethane, chlo_oform, and
chloromethaneare not considered contaminantsof concern when they wele detected
above their respective PRGs. The maximumDLs were 500 ug/L, so it is likely thatthese
chemicals were present but not detected in some locations. Please discuss the listed
chemicals in this section.

10. Section 9.2.4.1, Chlorinated Volatile Organic Hydrocarbons in Groundwater, Page
9-20: It is unclearwhy the text states thatDNAPL would migrate in the 10 to 55 foot
depth interg,al. DNAPL migrationis controlledby gravityand permeability, as well as
the amountof DNAPL in the subsurface, andit is likely that after this much time,any
DNAPL is stable unless it is disturbed. Please explain why DNAPL is believed to be
migrating.

11. Section 9.3.1, Nature and extent Conclusions, Page 9-28: It is inappropriate to
compare hexavalentchromium to backgroundand dismiss it as background when it was
used in plating operationsin OU-2B. A plausiblemechanismfor natural hexavalent
chromium productionhas not been provided, so it is possible that hexavalc_'ntchromium
is not naturallyoccurring at AlamedaPoint. Please delete the comparison of hexavalent
chromium to backgroundor provide a plausiblemechanismfor natural production of
hexavalentchromium,includingdatato supportthis mechanism.

12. Section 9.3.1, Nature and extent Conclusions, Pages 9-28 and 9-29 and Section
10.5.1, Nature and Extent Conclusions, Pages 10-14 and 10-15 : It is inappropriate to
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conclude that detections of methylene chloride were due to laboratory conlamination
when this chemical was known to have been used at this site (Page 9-9), when these
detections were not qualified because of blank contamination, and when most of the
detections that exceeded the RBSL were located in close proximity to one another. Also,
there are two paragraphs in which methylene chloride is discussed in these sections.
Please delete the statement that methylene chloride is due to laboratory contamination
and consolidate the two paragraphs into one.

APPENDIX A

1. It appears that the first page of the boring log for boring CPT-S4-01 has been omitted.
Please ensure that this page is included in the final.

ERRATA

1. Section 3.3.3, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon Program Investigations, Page 3-7: This
section statesthat"samplingwas conductedat Site 3 within CAA and CAA 3C." The
name of the first corrective action area mentioned is incomplete. Please provide the
complete name of the CAA.

2. Section 7.2.1, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act Investigations, Page 7-6: The text in the second paragraph :;ratesthatthe
types of samples collected and analyses performed during the 1991 investigations were
developed based on information gathered in March 1998. Please correct this error.

3. Section 8.1.1, History, Page 8-5: The text states that at Former Building 349, "staining
and was evident on the pad." Pleaserevise this sentence so that the omitted word is
included.

4. Section 8.5.1, Nature and Extent Conclusions, Page 8-29: The first part,graph of this
section states thatthere are fourprincipal areaswhere chemicals appear to have been
released to soil, then proceeds to list five areas. Please resolve this discrepancy.

5. Section 9.2.3.2, Risk Drivers, Page 9-20: The sentence that states that thaflium
concentrationsin samples collected in 2002 from monitoringwells lVIW97-2,D03-01,
and D04-03 "were the screening level" should presumablyread "were below the
screening level." Please revise the text accordingly.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMEI_ i?

1. The discusgions in the risk assessment frequently refer to the "1 x 10-4CEI_CLAbright
line." The use of this term is inappropriate. CERCLA does not specify any absolute risk
levels, and EPA uses the general risk range of 10 "4to 10.6as a target range within which
the Agency determines how best to manage risks, including possible remediation options,
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associated with Superfund cleanup actions. As stated in EPA, 1991, "the ul_per boundary
of the risk range is not a discrete line at 10 -4 in making risk management decisions."
Accordingly, please delete all references to the CERCLA bright line.

2. In the 2.x-series tables summarizing chemicals detected at each site, clari_, whether the
values shown in the column titled "Range of Detection Limits" represent the method
detection limits (MDL) or the sample quantitation limits (SQL). For example, Table F-
2.3 lists detected 1,1-dichloroethene detected at 0.001 mg/kg, while the ravageof MDLs is
shown to be 0.01 to 0.011 mg/kg. It is not clear how an analyte may be "dc'tected" at a
concentration an order of magnitude less than the MDL. Data are typically assigned a J-
qualifier to represent an estimated value when the concentration i_athe sala:pleis greater
than the MDL but less than the SQL. As it cannot be reliably demozastratedthat an
analyte is present if the sample concentration is less than the method or instrument
detection limit, assigning an estimated value to such results is questionablc.

3. The risk characterization discussions (Section 7) should include a section o_"cumulative
risk from all relevant media and pathways for each receptor population where concurrent
exposure is considered likely. As presented, the risk and hazard estimates are presented
separately for soil, soil gas, and groundwater exposures, making it difficult to discern
total risks and hazards for each of the sites. Please present the cumulativc risk for all
media and pathways for each receptor population.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

1. Section 4.5.3, Detection Frequency, Page F-14: EPA does not support the screening of
chemicals of potential concern based on frequency of detection when used it_conjunction
with risk-based screening criteria (i.e., PRGs). Please do not use this app_oach in the risk
assessment.

2. Section 4.6.2, Tier 1 Evaluation, Page F-16: The text in this section should clarify that
the RegionalWater Quality Control Board (RWQCB) screening values for
nonchlorinatedVOCs were used as is, andwere not adjustedupwards by a factorof 10 to
account for assumedbiodegradationin the vadosezone. The screening values presented
in the RWQCB Tables E-la and E-lb represent outputvalues from the Joht_sonand
Ettinger model that have already been adjusted by a factor of 10. \\:e do 2_otconcur with
this approach. Screening of detected analytes from quantitative evuluatio_ai_athe risk
assessment should be based on conservative assumptions so that c_atamfi_tu_tsare not
inappropriately screened from further evaluation. Accordingly, the values l'or
nonchlorinated VOCs presented in the RWQCB guidance should be adjusted downward
by a factor of 10prior to the Tier 1 evaluation. Alternately, the mo_econservative values
from EPA's Vapor Intrusion Guidance may be used.

3. Section 4.7.2, Chemicals of Concern for Groundwater and Soil Gas via Vapor
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Intrusion, Page F-17: The text in the first part of this section is redundant with the text
in Section 4.6.2. As such, it is possible to interpret that an additional screening was
employed in the selection of contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) for this
pathway. As this is not the case, please delete the text in this section.

4. Section 4.6.2, Tier 1 Evaluation, Page F-16: The Tier 1 evaluation employed here uses
screening values developedby the SanFranciscoBay RWQCB to determine whether
further analysisof vapor intrusioninto indoorair is appropriate,t Iowever, the RWQCB
screening levels for TCE are calculatedusing a cancer slope factor that is approximately
60 times less than the slope factor for TCEused in the risk assessments. For purposes of
screening, conservative values shouldbe employed so that contaminantsare not
inappropriatelyscreened fromfurther consideration in the risk assessment. The Tier 1
screening value for TCE shouldbe adjustedsuch that it is based on the same toxicity
criteria used in therisk assessments,andthe screening process reevaluated using the
revised screening value.

5. Section 4.7.2.2, Soil Gas Tier 1 and Advanced Tier 1 Evaluation, Page F-19 to F-21:
We do not Concurwith the decision process used to eliminate contaminants detected in
soil gas from further evaluation in the risk assessments. Soil gas s_mplcs collected at 1.5
feet bgs are used as a basis for excluding further consideration of the vapor intrusion
pathway from the risk assessment even when substantial contamimmt concentrations
(five orders of magnitude in some instances) were detected in samples collected at 3 to 5
feet bgs. In all such instances it appears that there is no overlying strt_ctureat these
sampling locations. It seems likely that the shallow (1.5 feet bgs) samples were affected
by breakthrough of ambient air and that these samples should be considered unreliable in
the absence of further qualitative evaluation. While the depth to g_oundwatermakes soil
gas sampling at a depth of at least 5 feet bgs impossible in many i_,stances,the Navy
should take into consideration the possibility that such shallow sa_:q_lesare affected by
ambient air breakthrough, changes in barometric pressure, and ten_l_cratmc.Further, it is
implausible to presume that benzene detected in soil gas concent_:_tions exceeding
132,000 ug/m3at 4 feet bgs does not pose a substantial likelihood ot"migr_ting into
indoor air. To ensure that potential risks associated with intrusion oi"VOCs into indoor
air are properly evaluated in the risk assessment, all locations whe_e VOC concentrations
exceeded screening levels in samples collected between 3 and 5 feet bgs should be
evaluated for vapor intrusion into indoor air.

6. Section 4.7.2.3, Indoor Air Potential Current Commercial/Ind _strial Worker
Exposure, Page F-22: The text discussing occupied buildings at _ilc 3 is overly
repetitive as it discusses the proximity of Building 517 to "impac_.d g_o_dwater" for
Building 517, Building 119, and Building 527. Please discuss the i_roximityof Buildings
119 and 527 to subsurface VOC contamination. In addition, the cc)Jaclk_siollthat the
potential for vapor intrusion into indoor air is not significant seen:s to be based on the
fact that no'groundwater or soil gas samples were collected within 100 fcct of the
perimeter of the buildings. Lack of sampling is not evidence of lack of contamination.
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Revise the text in this section to describe these locations relative t(_lhc known extent of
VOC contamination in subsurface soil and groundwater at OU-2B.

7. Section4.7.2.3,IndoorAir PotentialCurrentCommercial/IndustrialWorker
Exposure,PageF-23:ThetextdoesnotstatewhetherTCEandvinylchloridewere
detectedaboveTier 1 screeningconcentrationsin groundwater.Clarifywhether
concentrationsof TCEandvinylchloridethatexceedTier 1screechingconcentrations
werenoted in groundwater.

8. Section4.7.2.4,IndoorAir PotentialFutureResidentialor Co_:,_,.'rcial/Industrial
WorkerExposure,PageF-23to E-24:It is notclearwhy onlya singlelocation,where
the maximumconcentrationsof VOCsin groundwaterwere detected,wasselectedfor
evaluationfor residentialexposureto VOCsin indoorair. Suchan :_nalysiswillnot
provideinformationon whetherotherareasof OU-2Bare suitable l'orpotential
residentiali'eusewithouta remedialresponseto addressVOCsin groundwater.An
evaluationof riskandhazardassociatedwithpotentialcommerci_i/industrialand
residentialreuseshouldbe conductedfor eachgroundwatercontaminantp lume in OU-2B
whereVOCconcentrationsin groundwaterexceedscreeninglevel,_.In addition,as
previouslynoted,use of soil gas resultsforbenzenecollectedat a d_,pthor 1footbgs
shouldnot be consideredreliablefor inclusionin this evaluation.

9. Section 5.3.2, Summary Statistic and Proxy Values, Page F-3I: The text in this
section is poorly written, so it is difficult to interpret the procedme,_used. Further, the
apparent use of inconsistent terminology also makes it difficult to !_tcrpvctthe process
the Navy used in calculating summary statistics and exposure poiz:_concentrations:

• The term "samples" is apparently used interchangeabl): to describe individual
sample results as well as sample or data sets. Please cl: ,i 13,.

• It is not clear why the mean and standard deviation were determined by taking
the median values for the mean and standard deviatiol_);eneratcd" during
distributional testing. Assuming that a discrete proxy x:_lL_cwas used for
nondetected results, the mean and standard deviation s',.,)uldonly have been
calculated on the normal and log-transformed data one<:.

• Clarify whether the terms detection limit and reporting, li_nitzt_-eused
interchangeably in this section. In some instances, the _:,:]>ortinglimit is also
used to identify the sample quantitation limit. Please t_:;cthe correct
terminology.

• Clarify in which instances one-half the reporting or de_:,:tionlimit was used
as a proxy value for nondetects versus those instances ,,,',_cre _ simple
substitution of the reporting or detection limit was use,:. Note that it may not
be appropriate to use a value of one-half the reporting _)rdetection limit when
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using distribution-dependent methods to calculate the 95 percent upper
confidence limit on the mean when the same proxy val::e was not used to
determine the distribution, mean, and standard deviatk_:_.

• All equations and tables needed to verify calculation of",heexposure point
concentrations should be included in the RI. As this R1\\,[11become part of
the public record for this site, it is not appropriate to require extensive access
to additional literature. All calculations and other methodology should be
completely and clearly presented.

10. Section 5.4.2, Pathway-Specific Intake Considerations, Page 1: 33: Please revise the
text in the first complete paragraph to correctly note that the deri_ :_lionof the particulate
emission factor obtained from the Region 9 PRGs assumes that the _ource area is 50
percent covered by vegetation.

11. Section 6.1, Reference Doses, Page F-35: Please revise the text i_ this section to note
that recent revisions toEPA guidance(EPA, 2003) now specify the appropriate hierarchy
for obtainingtoxicity criteria for use in Superfundrisk assessments.

12. Section 6.3, Route-to-Route Extrapolation, page F-38: The cot: :ct reference for EPA
guidance on adjusting oral toxicity values when evaluating dermal exposure is EPA,
2001, not the PRG tables as stated in this section. Please revise ac_:orclingly.

13. Section 6.4, Surrogates, Page F-39: Please clarify that total chrom ium toxicity values
represent values for trivalent chromium rather than hexavalent ch_,_:_iLx_n

14. Section 7.2, Characterization of Cancer Risks, Page F-42: The discussion in this
section and in subsequentsite-specific risk assessmentsof a speci1_e risk management
range contradictsEPA Policy on risk characterization(EPA, 1995 In addition, as noted
in the text in this section, the goals set out in theNCP are applied ,_ce a decision to
remediatea site has beenmade, which is not the case at this point i:urther, the referenced
EPA directive refers to the role of the risk assessment in remedy scIcction, and it is not
relevant to the presentationof risk andhazardestimates in the risk _._s_'ssmcnt.In the
site-specific risk assessments, delete the references to EPA's risk _::_'._gcmentrange,as
the role of the risk assessmentis only to provide an unbiasedestim:_teor"exposure and
associatedhealthrisks.

15. Section 7.5, Site-Specific Risk Characterization Results, Page "' _: _Jhc text in this
section states that total risk results are presented in Section 7.5.4. ! )x,evc_, Section 7.5.4
discusses only the total risk associated with analytes screened fl'o_;: ,,h_ri_k assessment
because concentrations did not exceed residential PRGs, and these _isk _lx_dhazard
estimates continue to be separated according to media. Please corr_'_:t'_hcrcl'crence to this
section.
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16. Section 7.5, Site-Specific Risk Characterization Results, Page F-14: The third
paragraph of this section presents contradictory information. It sta_c_ lh_t the presentation
of additional decimals in text and tables is "to facilitate mathematical comparisons" and
to avoid "rounding errors," but that the presence of additional deci _nalplaces did not
imply significance. It is unclear how it is possible to present decimal places in text and
tables without them being viewed as significant, particularly when one of the stated
purposes is to "facilitate mathematical comparisons." The rationak" for presenting risk
and hazard estimates to only one significant figure is to avoid the : :_pear_mceof a greater
degree of accuracy than is possible, and the presence of any "roun :.in_enors" must be
viewed with this fact in mind. Hence, any attempt at a mathematic:,i comparison using
figures that are not significant is misleading, and the presentation of o_ccssive significant
figures could be viewed as an attempt to knowingly encourage such c_m_l_arisons
regardless. Consistent with EPA guidance on risk assessment for St',l_Crlt_nd(1989),
revise the risk assessment such that risk and hazard estimates are t_rosented to one
significant figure in all text and tables.

17. Section 8.1",Uncertainty in Data Reduction, Page F-66: The text in this section states
that including analytes where the maximum detected concentratio_ does not exceed the
risk-based screening levels would overestimate risk by including c:.:J_ic als that are not
related to site operations. There are two flaws in this reasoning. First, it iznt0Nesthat all
site-related contamination must occur to a sufficient degree that risk b<_:cdscreening
levels would be exceeded, and second, whether or not a contamin_ nt i_;related to site
activities is not relevant to cumulative risk estimates if non "site-refiLled" co x_tamination
is proximal to that associated with site activities, resulting in conct_trent e×?osure. Please
delete this statement or provide additional clarification.

18. Section 8.2.3, Estimating Exposure Point Concentrations, Page ::-68: Contrary to
what is statedhere, EPA, 1989 does not recommenduse of one-hai, the _ample

•quantitationlimit for non-detectsbased on a detectionfrequency or"85 ?crccnt. In
addition,no evidence is presented to supportthe claim thatthis pract ice'had no
significant effect on the risk assessment results. The discussion re_,:_rclingthe selection of
exposure point concentrations inappropriately implies that the true _ilc naean
concentration must be less than the maximum detected concentrati n_. However, this is
not the case. Derivation of a 95 percent upper confidence limit on the mean, wllen based
on the apparent distribution, accounts for the variability of the dat_. Because
statistically-based sampling was not performed at Alameda Point, i_ca_ot be determined
with any statistical significance whether concentrations greater thz__the maximum
detected concentration are present at the site. If this is the case, use of I'_e_:_ximum
detected concentration may in fact underestimate, rather than overcstin_.::te, v;iterisk.
Please revise this section to present a more fair and balanced discu_._io_of the
uncertainties associated with determining exposure point concentr'<_tiol_,S.

19. Section 8.2.4.2., Uncertainty in Particlate Emission Factor, Pa_t: F-69: Please correct
the text to note that the default particulate emission factor used in t'_c derivation of the
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Region 9 PRGs is based on a 50 percent fraction of vegetative cover.

20. Section 8.3.5.1, Chemicals of Potential Concern with Cal-Modified PRGs, Page F-
75: The term "Californiacarcinogen" is problematic, andwe recommend it be deleted,
particularlyas carcinogenicpotentialis not limited geographically.

ERRATA

1. Page F-39: Change Cis-1,2,-Dichloroethene in the 5thbullet to cis-1,2-Dichl oroethene.

2. Page F-40: Change N-hexane in the bullet at the top of this page to n-Hexane.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

1. The Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) is referred to as a "modified BERA," in which
site-specific assumptions were used. However, without first conducting a screening-level
ecological risk assessment (SLERA) using all available data, it is not evident that a site-
specific evaluation is warranted. The ERA does not appear to rely on the results of the
cited 1999 ERA; instead, it appears that the current report consists of a new screening-
level evaluation of data collected in order to fill data gaps identified in the 1999report.
Further, the use of less-conservative exposure assumptions in the report, such as lower
exposure point concentrations (i.e., 95 UCL or arithmetic mean) and effects-based
toxicity values (i.e. Lowest-Observed,Adverse-Effects Levels) is not appropriate prior to
conducting a screening-level assessment in which chemicals of potential concern should
be selected by comparing maximum chemical concentrations to chronic (i.e., No-
Observed-Adverse-Effect) toxicity benchmarks.

The current ERA is not acceptable because it does not follow the conservative screening
process set forth in EPA Guidance. For example, the comparison to background
concentrations is not appropriate as a screening step according to EPA policy, and the
lack of sufficiently conservative exposure parameters in food chain modeling calls into
question the results of the exposure assessment for wildlife receptors. The ERA should
be revised to complete a SLERA (Steps 1 and 2 of 1997 EPA Guidance), in which all
data is considered in a Scientific/Management Decision Point and risk managers can
decide whether further site-specific evaluation is warranted at any of the sites. Please
revise the ERA to follow Steps 1 and 2 of EPA Guidance, incorporating conservative
exposure assumptions.

2. The screening steps described in Sections 3.5.6.1 and G.1.2.1 are not appropriate in a
conservative, screening-level evaluation of potential ecological risk. Consideration of
frequency of detection, background concentrations, and dilution factors should not be
incorporated prior to a comparison of the maximum detected concentratiot_(or ½ the
detection limit) of each chemical in soil and groundwater to a conservative, _aedia-
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specific screening benchmark. Please revise the ERA to provide this conservative
screening prior to considering frequency of detection, background, and dilution of
groundwater as part of the risk characterization.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

1. Section 3.5.6, Ecological Risk Assessment Approach, Page 3-28: It is unclear why the
groundwaterto surface waterexposurepathwayis not considered complete ibr Sites 3
and 4. This section and Section G.1.2.2.5 statethatthe aquaticreceptor pathway is not
considered complete for Sites 3 or 4; SectionG.1.2.2.5 implies thatgroundwater at these
two sites does nothave the potentialto reach SeaplaneLagoon. However, Section
G.1.2.2.2 states thatgroundwaterexpression is considered a complete pathway for
evaluationpurposes, and the ERA evaluatesCOPECsfor groundwaterat OU2-B
(Sections G.1.2.1.2 and Section G.2.4).

It appears that the aquatic receptor pathway should be considered complete lbr Sites 3
and 4. Moreover, according to the Draft Storm Sewer Study, Sites 3 and 4 at one time
contained damaged sewer lines and/or points of infiltration. Since storm sewer bedding
can act as a preferential pathway, OU2-B is in close proximity to Seaplane Lagoon, and 4
special status fish potentially exist at this site, please revise the ERA to consider the
aquatic receptor pathway complete for all 4 sites.

2. Section 3.5.6.1, Screening for Chemicals of Potential Ecological Concern, Page 3-29:
It is unclearwhich depth intervalwas used to estimaterisk. The text in Section 3.5.6.1
states that soil data for each site were aggregated at a depth interval of 0 to 4 t'tbgs, yet
Tables G-27 through G-30 suggest that hazard quotients were calculated 1"o_-"surface
soil." Please provide further rationale for evaluating the 0-4 foot bgs depth interval.

3. Section 3.5.6.5, Uncertainty, Page 3-36: The text statesthat background metals and
ambient levels of pesticides were considered. However, it doesn't appear thatambient
levels of pesticides were considered aspart of risk characterization,and no data is
presentedregardingambientconcentrations. Pleaseremove the mentionof"ambient
levels of pesticides from the text.

4. Section G.I.1, Scope, Page G-2: The ERA implies that its use of conservaiivc
assumptions minimizes the probability of underestimating ecological risk. The
assumptions in this RI are not consistent with the conservative approach typically
employed during a SLERA. For example, EPCs used in this evaluation were the lower of
the maximum detected concentration or the 95 percent upper confidence limit (UCL 95)
concentration, and food chain modeling incorporates non-conservative assun_ptions.
Please remove this statement from the ERA as it misleads the reader.
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5. Section G.1.2.1, Screening for Ecological Chemicals of Potential Concern, Page G-2:
The text states that the UCL 95 was used as the exposure point concentration (EPC) for
most chemicals. However, in the absence of an extremely robust data set, the maximum
concentration should be used as the EPC to select and evaluate chemicals of potential
concern. Please revise the ERA to use the maximum detected concentration as the EPC.

6. Section G.1.2.1.1, Identification of Ecological Chemicals of Potential Concern in
Soil, Page G-3 and Section G.1.2.1.2, Identification of Ecological Chemicals of
Potential Concern in Groundwater, Page G-4: It is not appropriateto screen for
COPECsbased on frequencyof detection,backgroundconcentrations,or dilution factors
prior to completinga SLERA. Revise the ERA to evaluateall detected chemicals (½ the
detection limit of non-detected chemicals) and remove the screening steps based on
frequency of detection, background, and dilution as "screening steps."

7. Section G.1.2.2.4, Development of Toxicity Reference Values for Soil, Page G-9: The
use of high Toxicity Reference Values (TRVs) is not appropriatein estimating exposures
in a screening-level evaluation. The ERA shouldbe revised to omit high TRVs from the
initialrisk calculationsbecause they donot yield the most conservative estimate of
potential effects.

8. Section G.1.2.2.4, Development of Toxicity Reference Values for Soil, Page G-10:
Body weight extrapolationswere employed to adjustTRVs for wildlife receptors. The
current recommendationfrom the Region 9 Biological TechnicalAssistance Group
(BTAG) is thatallometric scaling of TRVs be conducted only when the body weight of
the test species used to develop the TRV is more than two orders ofmag_itude greater
than the target receptor in the ERA. Thus, please remove the extrapolations from the RI.

9. Section G.1.2.2.6, Selection of Assessment and Measurement Endpoints, Page G-11,
and Sectio_ 3.5.6.2, Problem Formulation, Page 3-32: "Direct exposure to soil" is
considered a complete pathway, but lower-trophie-level receptors such as plants and
invertebrates are not included as assessment endpoints. Please revise the SLERA to
include an initial screening step that compares maximum site concentrations to readily-
available media-specific screening benchmarks for plants and/or invertebrates.

10. Section G.1.2.2.6, Selection of Assessment and Measurement Endpoi_ts, Page G-11:
This section does not present adequate justification for selecting the Call t'omiaground
squirrel while other small mammals are potentially present at the site which are
threatened or endangered. For example, the Alameda vole appears to satisfy 2 out of the
3 criteria for selecting a measurement endpoint. Also, 4 special status fish are potentially
present at this site, yet no marine receptors were selected. There a_ea number of special
status species potentially present at this site (See Tables G-1 and G-2) which were not
selected as endpoints. Please incorporate a discussion of special status species into the
selection of assessment endpoints.
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11. Section G.i.2.3.1, Development of Exposure Estimates, Page G-14: The selected
exposure factors are not sufficiently conservative in estimating risk in a screening-level
evaluation. Please revise the exposure estimates to incorporate the maxi mum ingestion
rate, minimum body weight, and ingestion of 100% of the most contaminated food item
for all receptors in order to comport with 1997 EPA ERA Guidance.

12. Section G.1.2.5, Uncertainties, Page G-21 and Section 5.5.3, Recommendations, Page
5-33: The statementthatmanyassumptionsused in the SLERA arc conservative and
result in an overestimate of risk is misleading. Please revise the uncertainties sections to
discuss sources of uncertainty that could contribute to the underestimation of risk, and the
statement that "risks are overestimated" should be removed from the ERA.

13. Section 9.2.6.1, Chemicals of Potential Ecological Concern in Groundwater, Page 9-
25: It is unclearwhich groundwaterdatawas evaluatedin the ERA. Section 3.5.6.1
states thatgroundwaterdatacollected between 1994 and 2001 were used, yet Section
9.2.6.1 statesthat"the most recentgroundwater samplingdata"were used in the ERA.
Please resolve this discrepancy.

14. Section 3.5.6, Ecological Risk Assessment Approach, Page 3-31, Section 9.2.6.3,
Assessment Results for Groundwater, Page 9-25, and Section G.2.4, Results of the
Ecological Risk Assessment for Marine Receptors, Page G-50: The approach used to
evaluate exposure to chemicals detected in groundwater pose is not appropriatel Hazard
quotients were calculated by dividing the measured concentration by a dilution factor of
10, but there is no technical justification or qualitative discussion to just if'ythis dilution
factor. The text on page 3-31 states that the use of a default dilutioa li_clorof 10is
suitable because "many of the groundwater monitoring wells are located more than 100
feet from the San Francisco Bay." However, the ERA does not discuss the range of
distances between wells and the shoreline, nor does it mention the extc_t of groundwater
communication with surface water.

The justification for a dilution factor of 10 is not sufficient. The ERA sI_ouldbe revised
to calculate Hazard Quotients for groundwater COPECs by directly con_paring
groundwater concentrations to the most conservative chronic surface w_er criteria
without assuming a dilution factor. A qualitative discussion of the dist_;ce between
groundwater wells from the shoreline, and tidal influence to gromndwmcr can follow this
original conservative screening step.
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_" _ _ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

S%_._ REGION IX_pRo_c_" 75 HawthorneStreet
SanFrancisco,CA 94105

MEMORANDUM

To: Anna Marie Cook (H-8-3)
Remedial Project Manager

From: SophiaSerda, PhD (H-8-4) _>_c_,Z c_./._Regional Toxicologist

Subject: Draft Remedial Investigation Report for Sites 3,4,11 & 21, Operable Unit 2B, (OU
2B), Alameda Point, California Dated March 31, 2004.

Date: May 25, 2004

General Comments

1. Human Health Risk Assessment Rejected. Suggest the Navy use the Human Health Risk
Assessment for IR 28 Todd Shipyard as a model to be followed for the Human Health
Risk Assessment at OU2B and all future Human Health Risk Assessments for Alameda
Point.

2. In Appendix F, the Risk Assessment focuses on data reduction rather than assessment of
risk. The methodology used to deselect detected chemicals is not warranted. All detected
chemicals must be used to quantify risk.

3. The human health risk for the future resident does not include ingestion of homegrown
produce. Soil risks for the future resident are underestimated!

4. Data collected for OU2B are not included in the risk assessment. In most cases it is
unclear why certain data were not used.

Have questions call me at 415-972-3057.


